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stil into our body politic. Foreign observers from Bryce to Shaw and Laski have with rare unanimity criticized our Constitution as a "conspiracy against government," criticized our government as hopelessly inefficient, and pointed out that it was almost impossible for a great American president, governor, or mayor to effectuate great reforms, except through the intervention of an unusual streak of luck. In recent decades a growing school of political science, dedicated to the ideal of "good government" and dominated by Professor John W. Bur, gess, Professor Ernst Freund, and other graduates of the University of Berlin, has maintained that only by conferring increasing powers upon executive or administrative agencies of government can we hope to eliminate stupidity, corruption, and inefficiency from the political scene. Under the influence of these doctrines American intellectuals have in recent years taken upon themselves what used to be the exclusive role of reactionary and anti-democratic elements, namely, the task of disparaging and ridiculing the legislative branch of government in order to uphold centralization of power and of responsibility in the executive.
There is undoubtedly a large measure of truth in all these criticisms of our traditional instruments of government, but what all these critics forget is that Americans (at least those who have not studied at the University of Berlin) have generally been more interested in avoiding the worst government than in achieving the best and have always been willing to get along with a government of checks and balances, bicameral legislatures, divided responsibilities, inalienable rights, limited authority, and red tape, thinking the sacrifice of a possible heavenly rule on earth more than compensated by the insurance against political tyranny which I69 these complexities and entanglements afford.
At the point where it becomes necessary to weigh the possibility of good government against the possibility of evil, an estimate of human nature becomes a basic determinant in our political judgment. If you think that elected rulers and their chosen appointees are likely to be good and wise, you will vote in favor of giving them a larger measure of power, and if you think that they are likely to be corruptible, you will vote to give them a lesser measure of that which corrupts. Wisely or foolishly (wisely, I think), the founders of our nation took a rather pessimistic or cynical view of the behavior of men in political office. Taking this view they bent their energies to fashioning instruments of government least likely to do harm rather than instruments most perfectly adapted to the doing of good. I think that an objective appraisal of the results compels the conclusion that their efforts were reasonably successful.
II. THE IDEALISM OF COLONIAL

ADMINISTRATORS
The thinking of civilized men on the subject of colonial relations has long been dominated by the ideal of expert administration of the affairs of backward peoples. Like most dominant ideas, this thought has about it an aura of selfevidence, and it is generally assumed that no rational alternative view of colonial relations is possible. The force of an idea like this is found not in the frequency with which it is proclaimedfor we seldom bother to enunciate that which no one challenges-or even in the terminology of "protectorate," "encomienda," "trust," and "mandate," which are the offspring of this idea, but rather in the fact that the ideal furnishes the unspoken framework for an extensive universe of discourse. When men disagree on the merits of a particular colonial relationship or institution or official, they are likely to appeal to different standards of administrative competence or to disagree in their appraisal of how closely a particular administration has approached an agreed standard. That which all parties commonly assume in this field of inquiry and controversy, the framework of their agreements and disagreements, is the value of government by experts. So far as I am aware, all the studies that have been made by investigators in the field of colonial relations have been directed to the problem of how a good and wise "mothercountry" (presumably that of the investigator) may wisely and benevolently rule a dependent people.' I Typical are the views expressed in A. H. Snow, The Administration of Dependencies (I902): "The general principles upon which the Council should be constituted are, it would seem, first, that it should always contain persons expert in the general art of government, persons expert in the science of the administration of dependencies and persons actually familiar with local circumstances and conditions in the dependencies, and second, that it should be so constituted as to be removed as far as possible from the influence of party politics" (p. 589). "The only alternative which can justly be applied when popular government is impossible is, as has been seen, expert government" (p. 595). "..... Government of widely extended and scattered lands and populations through representative institutions is not to be the ultimate substitute for the administration of dependencies by Imperial States. On the contrary, administration of dependencies by Imperial States is the final and permanent substitute for representative Government, wherever Government must, in the nature of things, extend itself beyond the limits of lands occupied by a homogeneous population capable of self-government.
"A State can have no higher ideal than to perform well its obligations as the Imperial State of a Federal Empire. To be at once both a Judge and a Ruler is to occupy the most exalted position conceivable, and, in its possibilities of territorial extent, the Federal Empire has no limits. The Imperial State in such an Empire may judge and control and equal I venture to think that the limitations of this idealistic view in the field of colonial affairs and intercultural relations generally can be illuminated somewhat by considering the history of a parallel idea in the field of our domestic politics. It is no far cry from the doctrine of government by experts in colonial possessions to the idea of government by experts in our domestic political affairs. It is scarcely a coincidence, I think, that the tradition of federalism, of rule by "the rich, the well-born and the able," was introduced into the politics of our nation by a scion of the white ruling class of the British West Indies, Alexander Hamilton. It is hard to see why wealth, race, and ability, if pertinent to the government of the British West Indies, should not be equally pertinent to the government of the United States. At least so Hamilton thought, and if we are tempted to dismiss his view as a product of class snobbery in its emphasis upon wealth and ancestry, it is only fair to recognize, as Hamilton did, that, whether we like it or not, the rich and the wellborn are, in our age as in his, more likely to have adequate education and experience in affairs of government than those who are neither rich nor well-born. What Hamilton really stands for, in our political history, then, is expert government. This puts the opponents of Hamilton in the position of defending inexpert government. And I think it clear that their defense of inexpert government, which has become classic in our national politiize between States the most remote possible from each other and the most diverse possible in their languages, traditions, and interests. Its action, always intelligent and judicious, and never going beyond the necessity of each case, is inevitably beneficial and makes for peace and for that better understanding between men under all circumstances and conditions which is the basis of goodwill" To apply to the problems of colonial affairs, and to intercultural relations generally, the assumptions made by the authors of the federal Constitution, we must approach our problem with the assumption that consciously or unconsciously those who rule a "dependent" people will generally pay more attention to their own interests and advantages than to those of the people they rule and that they will place a larger estimate on the value of their contributions to the civilization of their "wards" than will the "wards" and at the same time will probably place a lesser valuation upon the material and spiritual returns which they receive than would be put upon these same commodities by the giver. Let us assume further that those who administer the affairs of people whom they regard as "inferior" will become enamored of the power they wield (if, indeed, they were not so enamored when they assumed office and responsibility) and will be loath to relinquish such power at any time. I believe that a good deal of factual evidence could be brought to bear in support of the accuracy of these assumptions. But, without attempting to prove this belief, let me offer it as a hypothesis to be tested in terms of the implications which we can draw from it in the analysis of contemporary colonial problems. These implications, I believe, will have an important bearing upon the issues of whether, in any given situation, a colonial relationship should be established or, having been established, should be abandoned, as well as upon the further question of how colonial institutions ought to be shaped and administered.
Colonial status is commonly justified today as a temporary institution designed to give way, in the long run, either to independence or to assimilation. The only difficulty with this theory is that, as John Maynard Keynes has observed, in the long run we are all dead. Certainly the process of terminating a colonial status in an orderly nonviolent manner is one of the most difficult of political operations.
The traditional approach to issues relating to the disestablishment of colonial status has been that the "expert" in the case, that is, the governing power, should make such decisions. This position runs into the difficulty that ruling powers seldom if ever voluntarily abdicate their power. The argument for the retention of authority will vary, from time to time, but the conclusion remains the same. The position taken by the holders of power is most commonly supported by means of four standard arguments.
i. If a great power is making a financial profit from its administration of a dependency, this proves that the administration is successful and should not be disturbed.3 Per contra, if it is suffering a loss, this is the clearest possible demonstration of the unselfishness of its administration, of the need for its continu- 
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2. If a dependent people has made progress, economically or culturally, under a given form of administration, nothing should be done to interrupt that progress. Per contra, if progress has not been made, this must be explained by the fact that the form of administration in effect has not been continued long enough to achieve its purpose.
3. If within a given area different native groups seriously disagree with each other, this demonstrates that they are not ripe for self-government, which could only bring chaos and civil strife. Per con tra, if they do not have serious internal dissensions, they must be either totalitarian at heart or politically immature and, in either case, cannot be intrusted with the responsibilities of selfrule.
4. If a native group subsists on a low standard of income, it is plain that administration by a civilized country is needed to raise the standard of living. Per contra, if a native group seeks to derive a large income from its control of peculiar resources or strategic areas, administration by a civilized country is justified to prevent extortion. All the foregoing considerations indicate that no nation can be an impartial judge of its own administration of colonial affairs. Objective judgment may possibly be secured from the natives concerned, for, as Aristotle long ago pointed out, one does not have to be a master of cooking to pass on the merits of a meal. Other alternative sources of objective judgment are no doubt available. For example, following the precept of Jesus, those nations that are themselves without colonies might be expected to render fair judgment on the adequacy of other nations' colonial arrangements. Or, conceivably, an international agency might be established in such a manner as to be capable of rendering impartial judgments on these questions.
Returning to our principle of political realism, we may observe that not only in determining the existence or abandonment of colonial status but also in actually carrying out a pledge of freedom, the power of government is a corrupting force.
In the first place, it is clear that any pledge or agreement depends for its validity upon the continued existence of the parties. To the extent, however, that any dependency relationship which has been assumed by agreement tends to destroy the autonomy of one of the contracting parties, it renders the original pledge or agreement unenforcible and illusory. This is why so often the treaties and agreements out of which colonial relationships emerge come eventually to be viewed by later colonial administrators as merely anachronistic impediments to efficient administration, impediments which must be wiped out in the name of progress.5 It follows, then, that no agreement between a stronger and a weaker party can be of any permanent significance unless it guarantees the continued existence and autonomy of the latter.
Assuming that an obligation looking toward increased self-government has been assumed, and has not been repudiated, there remains the problem of how it can be enforced-which history shows to be a problem of the utmost difficulty. Where, within a framework of colonial administration, an over-all commitment to local self-government has been made by the political arm of the governing power, each functional branch of the colonial service may reasonably be expected forthwith, to the best of its abil-5 "The major objection to the older type of treaty was that it tied the hands of the central government far too tightly and interposed barriers to its uniform regulation of matters throughout the whole of the Indies which could only be removed through a series of cumbrous negotiations with each of the States" (Emerson, op. cit., p. 449).
In the United States a similar attitude has appeared from time to time. In i862 Secretary of the Interior Caleb B. Smith criticized the policy of making treaties with Indians and advised Congress: "Instead of being treated as independent nations they should be regarded as wards of the government, entitled to its fostering care and protection" (Handbook of Federal Indian Law, p. i6). In i872, arguments concerning national honor were met by the blunt retort of Commissioner of Indian Affairs Walker: "There is no question of national dignity, be it remembered, involved in the treatment of savages by a civilized power. With wild men, as with wild beasts, the question whether in a given situation one shall fight, coax, or run, is a question merely of what is easiest and safest" (ibid., p. i9). Fortunately, the Congress and the courts have taken a more responsible view of our treaty obligations, as is attested by the recovery in the last decade of more than twenty million dollars by Indian tribes on account of broken treaties. ity, to obstruct the execution of such a policy. Each service is naturally likely to take the position: Self-government should be encouraged in general but not in the particular field of education, health, forestry, mining, agriculture, commerce, industry, banking, or police administration with which the particular colonial agency, bureau, or office is concerned, since these are, after all, technical matters requiring long training and expertise, on which it would be ruinous to introduce incompetent personnel, native factionalism, tribal politics, etc. Since each technical service has little to say, ordinarily, about self-government in general but a great deal to say about the transfer of its own powers, the net effect of this attitude is to obstruct all attempts by central authority to aid in the growth of native self-government, no matter how sincerely the latter end is sought.
From this one may deduce that the carrying-out of a decision to relinquish power cannot safely be left to the wielder of such power.
Perhaps 
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The special bias of the colonial administrator affects the character of colonial administration generally, no less than it affects judgments as to the establishment and discontinuance of colonial relations. Generally speaking, a colonial administration, whatever else it may do, will tend to act along lines that promote the aggrandizement of (a) itself and (b) the government of which it is a part.
The glorification of expert colonial administration by expert colonial administrators is a natural occupational disease. For one thing, any occupation inevitably tends to build up a system of values in which it occupies a role of central importance. This is particularly true of governmental occupations and is daily exemplified in the attitudes of judges toward lawyers and litigants, of military officers toward civilians, and of governmental administrators or "bureaucrats" toward those who depend upon their decisions. In all these relationships the public servant tends to act as a master, treating his employers as inferiors. This attitude is somewhat checked, on the domestic scene, by the social interdependence and intermixture of rulers and ruled. Every judge was once a lawyer and remains a potential litigant, but few experts on native administration were ever natives subject to expert administration or ever expect to be. Military officers and civilian "bureaucrats" depend for their emoluments and supplies upon a lay public and its lay representatives. But in a colonial atmosphere these great solvents of institutionalized snobbery do not ordinarily operate. Without interdependence and intermixture there is no natural check upon the tendency inherent in all institutions, as in all animals, to live and grow by devouring some part of the environment.
What we call "the drive to amplify Where racial or class distinctions are part of the colonial picture, self-aggrandizement, personal or institutional, is fed by the myths of racial or class superiority.7 Those who are too wise, too modest, 7 "In i858, after the Indian mutiny and at a time when the Straits Settlements were still administered as a part of the Indian Empire, Queen Victoria issued the famous-and habitually ignored -Proclamation in which it was laid down that 'so I75 or too timid to assert boldly their own personal greatness may without censure dilate upon the greatness of the class or race to which they belong. Where educational or linguistic distinctions appear, the colonial administrator may develop a protective contempt for, or ignorance of, the judgments passed on his labors by those in whose service he is supposed to be laboring. If, by chance, a member of the administrator's own class or race intervenes to voice a critical judgment or protest on behalf of the native population, the critic is likely to be denounced or ignored as a "grafter," "paid agitator," or "crank"-a "grafter" if he receives a material reward from the natives, a "paid agitator" if he receives a reward from some other source, and a "crank" if he receives no material reward at all. The patterns of colonial administration contain many effective defar as may be Our subjects of whatever race or creed be freely and impartially admitted to offices in Our service, the duties of which they may be qualified by their education, ability and integrity duly to discharge.' The official and time-honored interpretation of this Proclamation is to be found in the statement of the conditions for admission to the Malayan Civil Service: 'Candidates must be natural-born British subjects of pure European descent on both sides,' the latter phrase having been added after a misguided Eurasian attempted in I904 to pass himself off as a natural-born British subject to the dismay of those in whose hands lay the practical task of overriding Victoria s liberalism. The British have always taken an exalted view of their trusteeship and made amply sure that neither in the Colony nor in the mainland States should their wards of any race rise to positions in which they might effectively share in the responsibilities of government.
"In Malaya as elsewhere in the dependent world the denial of political advancement has regularly been justified by the imperial rulers on the ground of the general backwardness, ignorance, and illiteracy of the subject peoples; but such a plea can be accepted only if the imperial government is in a position to demonstrate that it is throwing its full energies into the task of education. That this is not the case in either Malaya or the Netherlands Indies is too obvious to require any elaborate statement" (Emerson, op. cit., pp. 5P3, 514, 5I5, 5i6) . No discussion of the mores of colonial administrators would be complete without reference to the quaint idea of selfgovernment which is so perennially popular in colonial office circles, the idea, namely, that vesting power in a group of natives selected by the colonial administrator is equivalent to self-government. This attitude, which, perhaps more than anything else, made the Cripps mission to India so futile a performance, is the source of what is called "company unionism" in industrial relations and "indithis attitude. Stefansson speaks of Americans in Alaska who boast that they never eat salmon or reindeer meat, the two staple sources of animal food in the Territory, and who insist on spending outlandish sums to build log homes in treeless areas and brick homes in wooded areas, in order to demonstrate that they have not "gone native." Poor and ignorant natives can hardly be blamed for imputing hypocrisy to colonial officials who call themselves "public servants" but live in masters' rather than servants' quarters. Its cruelest aspect is no doubt neither its open brutalities nor its exploitation of peoples-the peoples brought under its domination have usually not been ignorant of either brutality or exploitation prior to its coming-but rather that it holds so tenaciously in its own grasp the keys to the new scientific power over man and nature whose existence it has made manifest to the peoples it rules and through which it is able to dominate them. Precisely those native leaders who are most peculiarly its own product and who have reached out for the keys of its own power it must most ruthlessly suppress as constituting the greatest menace to its own perpetuation" (Emerson, Op. Cit., pp. 5I8, 519).
to posts of leadership among their people, having no opportunity to demonstrate capacities for nonvocal behavior, are appraised, selected, and bred solely on the basis of the noises that come from their mouths; and (3) noitis, in which the patient, deprived of the opportunity of action, is reduced to a position of continuous objection to the course of administration.
A combination of the last two maladies generally produces a situation in which a depressed group will choose its leadership from those who most eloquently express the common. distrust of the power that governs. To expect such a leadership to accept with joy promises of selfgovernment, or of better conditions in the future, is childish. Apparently, however, Sir Stafford Cripps expected that Indian leaders who had attained their positions of leadership by warning their people not to trust the British, these warnings having been -frequently substantiated by the course of events, could turn around to their followers and say, "The promises which the British now make are to be believed." In all probability the only rational approach to this type of situation is the immediate transfer of new realms of responsibility to native control. Such a solution not only does away with the need for trust in promises but also inevitably modifies the character of the native leadership by instilling the habits, tests, and responsibilities of actual administration and thus replacing leaders-in-discourse with leaders-in-action.
Our realism, finally, if it is to result in a balanced judgment, must extend to the alternatives to colonialism. Do the "Banana Republics" .of Central America present a fitting ideal toward which peoples now held in colonial subjection are to aspire? Why is it that force of reaction in domestic politics (Edmund Burke and W. R. Hearst, to take two notable examples) often throw their support to independence movements of subject peoples? The answer to both questions is to be found, I think, in a recognition of the fact that economic imperialism is not necessarily dependent upon, and is sometimes even hindered by, political imperialism. Where such hindrances arise it will be to the interest of the economic imperialists to eliminate the political phase of colonialism.
The bargaining between representatives of an advanced commercial economy, on the one hand, and aborigines, on the other, is generally marked by extreme differences in (a) technology, (b) understanding of costs and values, (c) power to enforce promises, (d) attitudes toward sentimental or intangible values, and (e) control over, and concern for, the future. By reason of these differences enterprising representatives of the more advanced economy can generally manage, in time, to secure most of the property of the aborigines in exchange for a very modest return, unless forcibly restrained from doing so.
The inequality of the bargaining process may be accentuated by the use of liquor, physical coercion, the bribing of native rulers, the financing of palace revolutions, or more subtle forms of interference in local politics; but even without these aids the inequality of bargaining power that is based upon a wide disparity in technology leads inevitably to exploitation unless such bargaining is subjected to effective restraints. Four sources of such restraint may exist: (a) a regime of free competition, in which competitive bids raise the price of native, property or native labor to world commercial levels; (b) restraints upon unequal bargaining exercised by the native group;I2 (c) restraints upon unequal bargaining exercised by the political authorities of the alien group; and (d) controls of an international character. Where free competition and international authority do not exist and the leadership of the native group is unable or unwilling to restrict trade between natives and foreigners, the only restraint that the trading company need fear is that which may emanate from its own sovereign. In this situation, if its own sovereign is actually disposed to impose such limitations, a conflict is likely to arise between the trading companies and their own governments, the former seeking to avoid the limitations which the latter seek to impose. The history of European settlement in the New World is a history of four centuries of such conflict. Always there were Europeans seeking the gold, furs, and lands of the Indian either through a one-sided trade in which the Indian received "firewater," firearms, or baubles for that which he conveyed, or through the simpler methods of brigandage. This side of the story of the conquest of America is well known. What is not so well known is the persistent effort of government to lay restraints upon such individual enterprise. From the issuance of the Papal Bull of I537, which forbade the holding and selling of Indians as slaves, and the Laws of the Indies, which forbade private transactions in Indian land, down to the latest regulations of the United States govern-I2 Consider, e.g., the law of the Cherokees which made negotiation by any private citizen of the Cherokee Nation for the sale of land to the United States a capital offense. This ordinance, adopted on December 2, i842, appears as the first section of the Cherokee Criminal Code in the compilations of i867, i875, i88i, and i892. The development of the boycott in Ireland, India, and China has introduced a nonpolitical form of native control that is destined to play a large role in the colonial problems of the future. ment, prohibiting the sale of Indian lands to non-Indians and requiring leases of Indian minerals to be made only on competitive terms, a chief source of protection for the native against white exploitation has been the political arm of the white man's society.'3 And from the days when Fra Bartolom6 de Las Casas was run out of his diocese by the exploiters to whom he brought the royal and papal guaranties of Indian rights, through the days when land-grabbers of Georgia and the Georgia courts, with the approval of a frontier president, defied the Supreme Court of the United States and insisted on imprisoning those who tried to enforce federal laws for the protection of the Indians, and on down to the present, when western miners, stockmen, and land-grabbers make regular efforts, in the name of Indian freedom to abolish all federal laws and agencies that protect Indian property, the struggle has raged between private exploiters of the Indian and government agencies. One may say that the desire of government throughout this struggle was to make the exploitation of the Indian a government monopoly, and there would be much truth in that analysis. But the fact remains that the attitude of governments has been generally dominated by considerations of long-range expediency, if not of justice, rather than simply by the considerations of immediate profit that most appealed to private exploiters.14 Thus the federal government 14 "In point of fact, imperialism as soon as it has undertaken the actual government of backward peoples has had to assume something of a duality of functions. The role of a colonial government, as Adam Smith pointed out oversharply in the Wealth of Nations, is even in some respects antithetical to recognized at an early date that a dispossessed Indian offered a threat to the lives of innocent men and women and that defenses against such threats imposed considerable burdens upon the public treasury.'5 Thus a matter of no special concern to the commercial trader was of serious concern to the government. Although changed conditions within the last five decades have eliminated the fear of Indian warfare, the dispossessed Indian continued to be a hazard or burden to the community, and thus the basic incentive for governmental protection of Indian property has continued, despite the strenuous efforts of private commercial interests to destroy that protection and despite the aid given that campaign by those who think government protection degrading.16
Against this background of historical experience it would certainly be foolish to overlook the positive protection that that of a colonial company of the order of the East India Companies. If the latter is in principle motivated solely by the drive for the largest and quickest profits, the former must to some degree foster the growth of more permanent wealth in the dependent area if only that it may levy the taxes which are its life-blood .....
The most that can normally be expected of a colonial government within the framework of imperialism and in its direct relations with home capitalist interests is that it compel the latter in their own interest to accept the ultimate advantage of long-run over short-run profits; whence can be derived virtually the entire range of imperialist humanitarianism" (Emerson, op. cit., p. 468).
I' During the nineteenth century it was estimated that it cost the War Department $4,000,000 to kill an Indian.
i6 That "special aid and consideration" in our government's relations with Indian tribes lead to "loss of self-respect and self-dependency" and should be promptly terminated is a thesis which Oswald Garrison Villard advances with considerable moral fervor in a recent article, "Wardship and the Indian," Christian Century, XLI (I944), 397. Mr.
Villard's expressions of pious horror at the "Hitleresque consciencelessness" with which we have disregarded Indian treaties and agreements in the political government may offer against the ravages of raw economic exploitation. It is highly improbable that United States rubber interests would be allowed to exploit the Liberians in the way they now do if Liberia were a colony of the United States; the fact that for other reasons neither Liberia nor the United States would want to establish any such political relationship does not detract from the evils of the present American corporate control over the Liberian economy; rather it contributes to those evils by giving American rubber interests the argument that any attempt by the United States to control their exploitation of Liberians would be an infringement of Liberian sovereignty and would further the exploitation of Liberian resources by non-American powers.
Political independence, then, is not an adequate answer to all colonial problems. Recognizing the distinction between economic and political dominance, we can formulate our basic problem in this way: How can we minimize the evils of political overlordship without increasing the evils of private economic exploitation?
In approaching the problem of colonial administration from the cynical or realistic standpoint which the foregoing remarks portray, no single formula can be mechanically applied to all situations to produce an adequate social solution. But certain limiting assumptions may serve to exclude some pretended solutions of colonial problems and thus to narrow the field to be explored in facing any given situation. These limiting aspast indicate that he has no conception at all that these treaties and agreements all promise "special aid and consideration" and that the violations he deplores have always been defended by Villards who think such special aid and consideration degrading.
